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Ten Shoosaad Persons in the Great
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SUi/r Lake Citt, August 14, 1870.
The great debate betwoeu Trofo.»sor Orson l'ratt

fend tUe Rev. Dr. J. P. Newman un ttxj question
Does the Bib e Sanction Polygamy f' was closed

mis (Sunday) aitrnoon. It wim commenced on

Friday last, and continued on three successive days.
TUe interest. which had gradually heightened from
(he hist, reached Its culminating point tins alternoon.The lmerior of the Tabernacle presented a

spectacle which baa oelduu been surpased. It is
computed that tiie aultence numbered 10,000.
I have ucver seen an assembly In the Tabernacle
manliest so much absorbing interest. i no usual
religious service* oi the Mormons ure generally
toKl and formal; but to-day every countenance was

aglow, for almost erery Indlvl luai was personally
interested in the great discussion. It was an event
in the history of tho Mormons to have a distinguishedChristian m,ulster, whoso words aro but tho
ecuo of the sentiment of the uatlon, come to tho
great stronghold of polygamy and pronounce tho
law of condemnation before tho faces of ten thousandpeople. Brighton\oung and Ills counsellors,
the aposties, the bishops nud the eiders sat In their
places ami listened to the Doctor while he poured
Into their ears the Divine denunciation of their system.Moie than half the audience was coiuposeu of
women, uud it was evident that most of them Were
in sympathy with the Doctor during the whole of
the discussion, when he pointed out from hia .Scripturalstandpoint that monogamy is the fundamental
and the only form of marriage which, instituted by
God himself In Eden, approved by all the prophets
and glorified by Christ and Ills apostles, has ever
had the Almighty's smile and sanction. At tho close
of the debate a desperate eUort was made- in the
/ InflllUr nrawrtf hv nna nf tin.

the luflatnce of Dr. Newmuu e arguments by, not la
reality a grayer to the Lord, bu; au argument to the
people in favor of polygamy. Tlie proceedings this
afternoon were opened by the choir sinning the
187th hymn la tho Mormon llyrna JUook, commencing:.

Ifoiann.ih to the erf*t Messiah,The Ioiie expouteJ Saviour KlnglHe'il come nii.l c.eaiise tiia eauU by fire,
Auil tiather ncnuereJ Itiael lu.

Prajer wa» then offered by the Key. Dr. Snmlerland,after which tho choir sang tlie Forty-first hymn,
beginning:.

Spirit of Faith come down,Kevenl the tblugs of Uu<l,
Aii'l make in to tue Cotiiiead known,And wltutss with the bluuti.

Elder George Q. Caunon, one of the Twelve Apostles,at the request of Judge Snow, oue of the umpires,read a few of tho conditions agreed t^pou for
regulating the discim.-lon, in order that persons in
the audience who had not been present on the previousdays might understand them, lie aKo stated
that, In order to allow the speakers to tlnish their
concluding sentences, la case such were not completedwhen their time was up, one minute more
would be allowed them for that purpose.

CONCLUDING ARGUMENT OF PROFESSOR PRATT.
Professor Pratt then rose and spoke as follows:.
Ladies and Gentlemen.We have assembled

Ourselves In this vast congregation, In the third sessionof our discussion upon a very important institutionof the Dible. The question, as yo.t have already
beard, is, "Does tho Bible Sanction Polygamy !"
Many arguments have been adduced, both on the
Bide of the attlrmatlvo and a'.so on the sldo of
tho nigatlvo of this question. This af ernoon one
Hour Is allotted to me la the discussion to bring forth
till further evidences, which will close t!:e debate so

far us the normative is concerned; thou to be followedby tho ftcv. Dr. Newman, which will Anally
close the discussion.
Polygamy is a question, or, In other words, an Institution,of the.Llble; an institution established, as

1 have already sho.vn, by Divine fiuthorlty, establishedby law, by commaitd; and hence, of course,
must" be sanctioned by the grent Divine lawgiverwhose words are recorded in the Bible. There
la tvnfM/t.ilnM if^«. «r1.«.»W t ...tali tn

the commencement ol' my remarks this afternoon.
Yesterday 1 was challenged by tho Res'. I)r. Newmanto bring forth any evidences whatever to prove
that there were more than two polygamlsts' families
In ail Israel daring the time of their sojourn in tho
wilderness. At least that Is what I understood the
ffcnilcinan to s.iy, I s'.ia'.i now proceed to briny
lorth the proof. The statistics of Israel in the days
of Moses show that there were of males over twenty
years old (Numbers l.,46) 603,550. This will be
round in ilie passage to which I have referred.
All the number from twenty years old and upwardsof the male population lsput down at 803,55 )
bouIs. It was admitted yesterday afternoon that
there were 2,600,000 of the Israelites. I will grant
Mr. Newman's insertion.2,500,000. I shall£lso take
the position that ti e females among: Israel jvore far
more numerous than the males; I mean that portionof them that were over twenty years of age.
For tins reason l as ume this:.From the birth of
Moses down to the time tlmt Israel were numbered
some eighty yeara had elapsed. The destruction of
the male children had commenced before tho birth
of Moses; how many years before that I kuow not.
The rder of King Pharaoh was to destroy ail the
male children by drowning them. All tiie people of
his realm were commanded to see thai they were
destroyed and thrown into the river Nile. IIow long
a period this groat destruction continued is
unknown; but If we suppose that one
male child to every CD0 persons wasdestroyedevery year it would amount to tno
number ot lo.oao persons destroyed.I mean Infant
males. This would soon bey;in to tell In regard to
the difference in the nntnber or males and females.
Ten tb us.md each year would only be one male
child to each 250 persons. How many would this
make in eighty years?.Moses then being eiguty
years of ago. It would amount to 800,ooo females
above that of males. But 1 do not wish to take advantagelu this argument by assuming too high a
number. We will spilt the dliference aud say it was
one-halt that numb r. In.ite.ul of (<00,000 wo will
6ay 100,000 more f.niales than males, owing to the
gr at de anu tiou that was ordered among tnem.
Tnls would be one nmle destroyed each year out ot
every Son persons. The females th :ii over twenty
years of a,;o would bo 003,550, plus or

added to 4no,oo!) fcum>tus women, mating in
all 1,003,500 females over iwcuty years of age.
The children, therefore, under twenty years to mako
up the 2.530,000, would be b»2,ooo, tno total populationof tsr.i.'l being laid down at 2,500,Oi)0 people.
Now, then, for ;;io number of lamlllcs constituting
this population. The families having first born
males over one month old (Numbers ill., 43) nunitjc;ed 22,273. mlHes ha. lng no male cnlldreu over
one month old s ipposed to be In uie ratio of threo
to one. The ratio might, perhaps, bo far different
from this; but judging iroiu what we see here In our
UtYlt L'V/llIlt J rtil 4 uniwufi viun.n.uu 1IUUUU.1, LIIC1C

may have b ea so.io la uihe* with ouly females,
sonic fain. Ilea without any children at all, aomo
(amines where child.en were le.v-i Uiau a month old;
bin if we take them as three to ono tho
number won 11 ba 7,-1-4 additional families h;ivnoHrst itorn males. Add tlieao lo the 22,-273
vitii fir.«t l><)ri) males, a ;<1 we have thesuiu total of
;a,(W7 (amines in Israel. Nor, la order to favor the
CiououamltiM' umumuut, and uto them all (he
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advantage possible, we will still add to tM* number
In order to make It roand numbers. Instead or
catling It 29,61)7 famine* we will add MS families
more, making thirty Uiouoand families In all. Mow
then we come to another apeclea of calculation
founded on this data. Divide £600,000 persons by
is,273 Hist bora males, ntul we Hud ouo llrst born
male to every 112 persons. What a large rurally for
a monogamist l liut divide 2,fi00,ooo jiersoiis by
iwuoo families and ihe quotient given elRlnythreopersons tii a lamity. Klghty-iUrce personaIn a family Supposing these lammes
to be monogamlc, after deducting husband
and wile we havo the very lespeclaJile number
oi eirfity-one children to each uionogauiio wife.
And if assume the number of mules ami females to
be exactly equal, making uo allowance for the destructionof the male lnfanis, we shall then have to
increase the number of childreu under twenty years
ol age no &s to keep good the number of 2,<5j0,00').
This would stdi make eighty-cue children ou ail
average iu each of the oO.uirt) inonogauilc families.
Now wo come to examine the subject in reirard to

!><»!> gaunc uoiutcuoiux, wi its u# reuuco mo uum"er
that iSAi.li woman would have. If wo suppose ihc
avera nu.nbcr of trivet t<> be seven.(be average
number lccollec;.there iua» be many that nave uo
wile at ail; there may be many mono^amus
families; anil then there may be many j;olygamiohaving Horn ouo wife up to thirty
or forty. Hut wo will average tboin, tuo
3i>,ooo families, wo will average ilum to seven wives
apiece. We i-hould tlieu li vo ouo husband to seven
wives, and seventy-live children, mskmg elghtvthreeiu a family, lu the polygamic household this
would Rive an average of over len children to e.icli
of tlie aio.ouo polygamic wives and jo.ooo husbands.
Wnen we tuke the 80,000 mairied men from the
eoj.aoo men over twenty years old, we have 67'',660
unmarried men la Israel. If we deduct 210,ooo marriedwomen from the 1,003,650 females o»cr tweuiy
years we have 7U3.!>60 uuinarri ;il females over
I woui.y years old. This would l»e enougn to supply
all Lhe unmarried men with oue wile each, leaving
si ill a balance ol 220,000 uuinarned females to live old
maids or enter into polygamic houseiio ds. The
law guaranteeing the rights of the (list born
which nan b«en referred to In other portions 01 our
discussion, induties these twenty-two thousand two
hundred aud seveuty-tnroe first-born male children
lu Israel.that Is, oue ners n, oue tlrst-l»oru person,
to every one hundred and twelve persons 111 Israol,
taKiug the population as represented by our most
0 loomed and learned frieud, Mr. Newman, at two
aud a half millions. Here, then, was a aw given to
regulate the rights of ihe lltst boru applyiug 10 over
twenty-two thousand first-born ina.e children In
Israel; that they should all inuerlt a double portion
of the goods and inheritance.. ol their lathers.
Hut now, then, liav.ng brought forth tuese statistics,let us for a lew moments examine tue lesults

more closely. llow can auy oue prove from the
statistics given In Numbers, in the BioieV Uow
cau any one assume Uiem to be monog.tmic
aud be consistent t Is it reasonable, Is it consistent
to suppose tiat tliese households could have been
inonogamlc lu their nature r By no means; it cannotbe so. l presume that my men I, uotwithstandiugins great desire and earuestuess to overthrow
polygamy.1 presume that he will not have the conscienceto bay to this people that one wlf.j cau
bnug forth eigiity-oue ehildieu lu a household. If
1 uey cannot, aud we cau depend upon these nurn-
oers, these biblical Ht.nl.tucn, tlien let Mr. Newman,
who assumes Uiat the males ana females were equal,
h;iow liow these great ami wonderful hou-teuolds
could be produced among Urael U mere were oniy
two polygamic lamllies la tnelr uiulst. It requires
soniethiug more powerful than tu.it medicinal hero
called maudraite.s to winch Mr. Newman reiers in
his rejoinder to iny reply m the New Yoru ukkalu.
(Laughter.) i think there are 110 mandrakes at the
Die.-ent day thai would ac :oinpilan such wuud.ro aa
Uiat. (uaujriner.)
Having theu ettabllshel thai Israel was a polygamicnation, remember that when wod gives laws

lie gives them to a polygamic nation, the monogaiuicfamilies being the exception, and few of Uieiu
compared to the polygamic. They were lounde.i
In the days <»; Israel, that u, of Jacob. He commencedthe woric an i it was continued In po-ygainy
nutll they be am; very, numerous, very great and
poweriui, wune hero and there might be lound a
nionogauilc la nlly with only one wife. Now, U God
gave laws to a people 01 these mixed forms of marriagein the wilderness ol course Lfe would adapt 11 h
laws to both chuwei 01 families. &e would not shut
out the isolated Instance that couid bo
picked up here and there of a man having but one
wji.', but he would adapt h;s Uw to the condition u(
the uiouo^auilc and polygamic forms of marriage
throughout ail Israel.
But the reverend gentleman Bay* In regard to

laws given for the regulation of the institution, thut
they boar upon their face Its condemnation, aud reletsto the iaw> that have been passed In farm to
regulate the social evil, also the excise laws passed
In our country to regulate Intemperance, and that
these laws of regulation soein to be condemnatory,as he has expressed It positively
to uo couuemniitory or Iiiese crime*. A.Unit, it.
\\ lien tiio Parisian? havo passed laws to
regulate tlio social ovll they Have denounced It
as a crime. W'u-ju ttio inhabitants o( this country
have passed lawn to regulate Intemperance they
have deuounced It as a cruna, and wtieu God's taws
are glv6n, or even laws cnaciea by human legislation,tiiey geuerally denounce the ennu and attach
penalties inereumo. When laws were given against
murder tne peuulty was that the murderer should
die. When laws were givea to punish the thlei' and
the blasphemer ami the .>abbani broater we huil
that tliey were la-.sof dcatu. When the adulterer
was punished It was to be by stouing him to death.
G d ilioii gave laws to regulate those thing* In
Israel, iiut because God 'tus regulate I m.iuy of
these great aud abo uluaule crimes by law,
has lie not r.ght 10 regulate that which is
good and moral as well as that wh.ch Is
immoraly For instance, G d instituted the law of
circumcision and be gave laws r--gui<tUug it; shall
we tnereiore soy, according to tlie 1<>k>c of the gentleman,that circumcision w..s conue.uiie by the
law of God because it was regulated by the law of
God ? Why, that would be his logic. That would
be the natuial conclusion, according to the gentleman'slogic. Aga n, wnen God instituted the passoverhe gave laws how tney abonld couduji the
passover; does that condemn tlie passover as beln*
imiiior.il because it was regulated by law t But, to
come closer home, God gav^ taws to regulate Uie institutionof marriage; does that piove that monogamyis cun louiued by tlio law ol God because it is
thus regulated/ That kmd of logic will never do.
We now come, tu it, to t!;at passage that was

so oitcn referred to in the gem Ionian's repiy yesterdayafternoon. 1 was very g:ad to have the gentlemanrefer to this pas <age. The law, according to
King Jame#'translation, as we all heard yesterday
afternoon, reads 1>ko uus:."Neither snail ihou take
a wi.e to her a.-ter to vex her," &c. That was tho
law according to Kin,' James' translation. My
Iriend, together with Dr. DWight, Dr. Edwards and
several other celebrated commentators, disagree
with that interpretation; and somebody i»v no it was
1 Know not) has inserted lu tlie margin, Neither
siialt thou take one wife to another".
in uie margin, recollect, and not In ciio text. 11 is
argued that tlie interpret i(ion in iheniargiu must
be collect, wiiile Klu^ James' translators must have
been mistaken. Now, recollect ill it the great commentator*that have th>.s a.iercd King James' translaiionwero monogamists. So were he translators
ol the Bible, Thoy wero all liiojiocainists.monogamistscontending against monogamists in regard
to the true translation of this passage. It has oeou
argued by my este ;med and 1 arned iriend that, tne
original ilobrew signifies something literally differentfrom that which is contained in King James'
translation. Tli e are Bis words, us will
be found in Ids first sermon, or his sermonpublished at Washington, in tlie District
or Columbia, upon tms same tiling:."Uut, in
verse eighteen the law against polygamy is given.
'Nelthci siialt thou tiiko a wile to her sisier,' or, as
the marginal reading h, Thou wluilt not take one
wife to another;' aud tins rendering Is sustained by
Cookson, Bishop Jewell, Dr. Bd wards and Dr.
Dwiglit," lour eminent moiiogamists. According
to Dr. Kdwards ilto words whu n were translated "a
wife to her sister'' arc found iu the Hebrew but
right times. Now, I have not been favored with
these authorities; 1 h.ive not had access to them.
Here in these uioun aln wilds it is ditilcult to iret
books, "in each passage," resuming his quotation
from Dr. Newman's sermon, "they refer to lu.iniinut.Mniile Ls:" mat is. in each oi the e irlit ulaee*
wilere i nose words are lound. 1 have searched tiiam
out m the Ilel>rcw, ana can reftjr you to tiic
ctiaiitcr and verse where the e ght passages
are lounil, and I don't know how many
more; liut it. Is sai l by mo RcY. Dr. Xewiuau Unit
tney arc only found eiyilit time*.reading again from
Dr. Newman."in each passage they refer to Inanimate«x»ject!*, such as tne Wings of tlio cherubim,
tenons, mortices, ftc., and gtgmiy coupling together
one to another;'' aa "Thou snail not take 0110 wife
to another"."0110 to another," keco that id
mind "they denote the exa t likeness oi one thing
to another".that is all true; we admit tliat."ana
here, tlierclore, as the margin ex.irej-c* it, forbid
iho taking oi oi.e wife to uuotiicr." "Forbid it".
tills 18 what Wf> deny; and we hate the liberty, accordingto (he articles of agreement before
us, of going to the original IloDiew, Ami
what are the Hebrew words thai aro usod t
Vrisfmh ei-atftnh, lo tiklcali."Neither siult
thoti taivo a wuo to herslslor." mat. is toe literal
truncation of ihat passage, Veishiih bciug translated
"tvne" Ly King J:nu »' translation, El a.no <tU being
translated "to her sister;" hi translated "neither,"
and lik-kah "shall tium take.'" Have ibey given a
literal translation? Certainly. Appeal to the Hebrewlexicon nu t yon wi 1 Hud th;\i He word ist;i«n
occurj hundreds of limes in he iiihlc, and is translated"wile." The word rtltatnh. translated i»y
King,lames' translators "a sister." occurs hundreds
oi limes lti the Bible, ami is translated "aisler. ' Hut
are these the on.y tran«ua Ions.1 tie onlyreiiderliigs? Oh, no! Isiat It \v hea it Is lottoe«l by ahol ha< anc.lier rendering.
When "wile" Is followed hy 'Sister" tnero is
another ronfleriug. What is it? Is/uilt is translated
"one" and ahul is ti unstated "another." 'iliaL is
periecily correct >»lien they occur together, w.ien
I liev are Coupled together. We are not going to disiagree with the gentleman ^o lar as tlioso two words
are concerned. \VI4e11 used together they mean "ono
to .mother," d being inserted between th<»iii to sig|mfv "lo"."one to another." Hut then when yoti
have given llietn tills translation 1 ask Dr. Newman
and all learned people in the Hebrew language to
ilnd any word leftinthaiiinnsajretli.it ran bo rendered"tvife." It cannot Iks done; there IB no sncli
word In the original. When you have by coupling
these two words together and translating one of
tiieiu into the English word "one," and then
translate that which is generally rendered "sisters"
ny mo Kng.ish word "another,' where do yoti get
thut nonn reprcsaatfnj "Wife?".take one wife to
another. It cannot be found, gentlemen and ladles.
I'hcre is nothing in the passage wtilcn warrants n
double translation of the same word In the same
phrase. If we render it "\vUo" we cannot rend r It
MUDi" U wo lauder it "slater" wa cannot also
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rentier tt "another;" er, on the other hand, 1/ we
render It "one" we hare no right to giro it another
translation ana nse the word "wite,"» at* they have
In the margin- Mow, that word "wlfo" is manufactured.It is not lu the original; U cannot be found
t lit re. 1 do not kuow wiut tho Ideas or
Dr. Dwlght and Dr. Edwards and the oilier learned
commentators were tn manufacturing the w >rd
"wife," wti. n there was no original word that signifiedIt, on Ij that they were mnrio:;nmlsts, and the?
weie very fearuu thut they could uot And any law to
condemn polygamy, and c nc.iKled to manufacture
the word wife" anil stick It lutothe marglu. "But,"
Buys one, "are it<>c tiiese m the el lit pas-*geHreferred to by l)r. K.dwards tran lated 'one to
anotherr'" Yes. Why, then, should tills be an
*x< ep lou lie re t Why should Klnj; Jain^.s'translationglvo the literal translation of "wifo\ and «!-«ter."Instead of "one t>> another!'" Why should
there be an exception r Because they saw a nee n.-;ity
for It. There u this difference. in all the pannage*.theseven oihcr uaaHa^es where these words
occur ishan el nhoi-ah.wherever iheio occur we
llnd there ma noun preceding tliein.something to
be coupled tcethcr.a noun lu tho nominative
case, to be joined together. Kor Instance, let me
rcier you to the passages t icnuelves so that yo can
hunt toein up. Exodus xxvi, 3, contains i.hah el
a/mt-aJi In two places ulguiryiiijyc the coupling to
K'elherof curtains, "one to another;" anil the same
words tire used as la this text, do then to the fifth
veree of the snrne chapter, and t ere we have the
loops of the curtains coupled together, joined together,"one to another." The noun In the noin.nativecase, then, In thexe instances, means curtainsand loops. Next, go to Eaeklel 1.,
9, 11, *£<, and you will find that these
three passages give the rendering of these same
words, -coupling the wings oi the cherubim one to
unotlier".tho wings of the cherubiiu were to be
Joined "one to another." Then, again, go to the
third chaptcr of E/ckiel and the thirteenth verse,
"and tho win-iS of the living creature were to bo
coupled together," hut uoihiiiK about mortises umi
tenons in Uicse passages. Ttiere rnav be other cases
overlooked by the Uev. Dr. Edwards. Now, what
Is the literal rendering, supposing tliat we adiuit
that the word its/uih, should be translated "ouo,"
and the word ahot lister) should be translated
"another?" I am wllllug to* admit that the
words agree in the soven other passages 1
rhferred to. And what will be the co isuqueure
ot the admission' The consequence will be, it) it if
thev had a riant to manufacture a word when
there was no original to sustain them iu that manufacture,I have the same right to inauiifacture
another word, if It Is needful to do it, au>l lei it read
thus:." Neither s'lalt tliou take one sister toauotiier
to vex her din ing her l.fettine." And tiiat is really
the true rendering, and that airreei with Klutr
James's rendering, showing that tt was a part and
portion of Uie law of consanguinity that is contained
in a great number of the preceding verses about tue
marriuiro between blood r«lationi:." Neither chalt
thou lake oue sister to anotiier to vex her during Iter
lifetime." Now th it accords, you know, witu tlieldea
of translating ishah "one," and ahot "another." 1
am willing to admit it. "But then," says one, "you
have to mauulacture the word 'sister,' and if wc
have have no right to nianuraotuic the word -wife'
you have no right on your part to manufacture the
word 'sister.'" Very well. Let us see il we cao got
a word from the original by this translation. Yes,
yes. There is something now that will step In to
supply the place when we translate it according to
the real meaning. What is thatv The personal pronoun"her"."Neithor sualt thou take a wife to her
sister," Where Is that personal pronoun found
In the original'!' It is a suillx attached to the
Hebrew word for sisier. It reads
signifying "her sister." Now we all know what a
pronoun means; tt means something that is used in
the stead of a noun. Now snpposmg we supply tiio
noun that this word represents, then It will read
thus:."Neither shall toou take a sister's sister to
vex her during her lifetime".when we come to
restore the noun In place of the pronoun represented
by the Hebrew letters ah attache I as a suillx to thp
noun allot, makiuir it ahot-ah. Thus wc see that lu
examining tins subject we have found out that It i*
a law prohibiting a marriage .In ttiat oay between
the blood relatives of one sister to another. And
the reason is s ated whv It is thus given."to
vex her." "Ah, wnat?" says Dr. Newman, In
his sermon, "this certainly wou.d look very strange,
and, indeed, Is absurd to suppose tiiar sisters mi lit
quarrel; we may look for quarrels on the oiner side,
between wivis that were not b'.ood relations; but
sisters would be very upi to llvo in groat peace ami
harmony with each other." Hut what are the facts
in relation to quarrels In families between bloou reunions? Wnat arc the facts,? Uo back to Cain and
Abel. VVlio was it that sullied the blood of Abel ? It
was a blood relation. Who was It that cast Joseph
into the den to perish with hunger, and afterward*
dragged him forth from his den and sold htm as a
slave to persons that were trading through the country?It was blood relations that did this. Among
bi )od relations there was an enmity existing..
Who was it that slew the seven sons or Gideon upon
one stone? It wad one 01' their own brothers who
hired men to do it. Who was it that rebelled against
David and caused him, with all his wives, except
ten concubines, to ilee out of Jerusalem ? It was his
blood relation, his son Absalom. v\ lio was it that
quarrel.ed in the family o( Jacob? Did Lean quarrel
with Bllhah? Not a word of quarrelliug. Did she
quarrel with Zllpah ? No such tiling in the record.
Did tlactiel quarrel witu eitner of the two handmaids?Not a worn concerning the matter; but the
quarrel seemed to exist between the two blood relations,Itachcl and Leih: ami the Lord seem# this
probably gave that comm indment in that day in
order to put a stop to the marriage of blood relations,
between sister and sister.
Now, then, having effectually answered an appealto the original, I will defy not only the learned

gentleman, but ail tUo world of Hebrew scuoiars, to
find any word whatsoever in the original to bo
translate I "a wife," ir ttie rendering be Riven that
is given In the margin. Wh.it becomes of it, then?
Why, It taxes Its original position, and became
tiif*iv irt no liouu m-ecediuu ihe words "one to an.

other." as th're Is in the oilier seven passage.*
wnere these words occur.
[One of Mr. Pratt's Mends seeing that lie was

likely to exaaust all is tun > la lit* cxegcs.s of tUe
11 brew, Here whimpered into his ear.]

Mr. 1'batt.1 am informed that i Have only fifteen
minute i If it. 1 w as not aware tuat 1 bad spoken a
quarter oi mat time. I snail have to leave this subJectand go on to another.
The no.vt subject 10 wnleli I will call yo«r .attentionvery briefly is in reir.ir3 to tnc unlimited n iture

of tlie command which was given in am various
passages wlilcb I have referred to In my llrst remark*.If a man shad eatie a maid; il a man snail
c jinin.t rape; if a man shall do this, that or tiic
o.her thing, will any one pretend to s y tn t a marriedperson Is not a man? If a married person is a
man, ibeu it proves thai the law Is general, mid it is
tiiu part of my learned opponent to prove mat it is
uol general. 1 am nut obliged to alter a pas age to
prove something that is not averted. Let lilm
prove that it is lnnited. Moreover, tlie passage was
given as the lound ition nud principal law by wincli
ad ilic other passages were to be tried, iho passage
ltseii nas failed, and therciore all the other passages
stand together, unless thcic is something else io be
found.
Perhaps we nuy near in the answer to my remarks

the passage of Scripture referred to that tnc future
Knis of it-raid should not inu.iiptj wives to himself,
'i nat was a law. Now the worn lault.piy, It Ih arguedby a great many opposed to polygamy, means
twice one is two; that means muitipiy and consequentlythe future of Israel must not multiply two
wives. Hut rigut in tho name connection.is a commandthat he shall not multiply horses to himself.
Twice oue horie is two nurses. Does this mean
that the iuture kiugs of Israel must only have one
horser Why, according to that logic aud InterpretationIt would mean that. Uui tiie v. rjr idea .s ridiculous.It snows very plainly tnat the mtu re kin>£8 of
Israel shall not multiply them in excess, either
h Ties or wive*. We liavo no time to dwell upon
that any longer.
We will noiv refer to the ease of Ruth and Boaz.

Boas represented nltusclf as not being the nearest
kia. lltere was miotic.' Kin tnat was -till nearer,
aud ho happened to oe tue brother of Uoaz. He
prooaoly vwis ilio oldest, aud consequently It was
his rigut. Josephus tells us, according to tue learned
gentleman, that the person who was oi nearest Kin,
prooabiy the Oldest brother, was a married man.
Supposing we admit it, did not his brother know it >

ivi.ii ti.i.n 4 i:i>11rl lie rp.nresont. linn as betuir the
nearest, ot kin and tnat tie lud the right before him 1
a in! even tills oilier brother acknowleJues his
right. A married man acknowledging Ills rlghtl
t.o Hum an I redeem my right. I ha\e a riglii, to

take tier, but 1 am afr.iid 01 marr/iug my mueritance.(Jo tlion and take my right." Tuis, then,
wild the assistance of Josephus to carry us runt,
proves Hi at married men were ob.lgctl to crnuuly
with Hie law. We nave no further time to examine
that passage. We shall now examine tile pass.ige
th.it i.t contained In Matthew in regard to divorce,
and also in Maiaelit. l*'oi the Uord, oy the mouth ot
Malscm, informed ns that tne ixird hateiu lilni wno
puttetlt away the wile of his youth, and gives the
reason why the wile should not be put away. Not
a word MM about polygamy. Hut tin re Is a certain
loasou given in that passage to show tuat tne wife
must not oe put .iway; an t what is itr That "in
the begiuul.g Uod created one." What for? lu
order that Adain might not be alone, without
any helpmeet, without the possible power of
increase, the Lord, tUerelore, made one in order
tna he might begin tli: woi k. And that one was
never ii> be alvorccd. It w^s bone of his bone and
flesh oi MS Hi-mi, mid oul'i ButM put aw.iy; and
consequently 11 was a coudcinnation of tlio.se who
undertook in those d.iya to divorce huir wives.
Come to .Matthew. Jesus there gives a law respectingdivorce; taut lliey Hliould not put aw.iy

lueir wives for any other cause than that oi fornicationand take another; for if they did they would
commit adidiery. Now, Jesus says. In the tilth
chapter oi Matthew, ihat tne putiuig aw.iy ot the
wito causes her lo commit adultery. Then the husbandis a couiederatc, and n he causes nts wile lo
commit adultery he Is guilty hun-eir, the same as
a man that assists auoiucr in murder. Now,
has the adulterer any right to uiK; another/
No. Has he a right to uke even one wu'e ? No; he
has no right. Why? Heoause his right. w to be
stoue to death; his right is to be punished with
death .or ins adultery. OMMtfttltlJ, if Hie aduiteier has no rigtit lo even Hie Kseil lie certainly liss
no rigii%by the taw oi Uod lo a wife. It may oe arguedthat the crime is not In pucting away, but it is
in taking another. I argue that it is in noth together.OMci line u'l'ied to anMiier. But tins kM DO
application, then, to a man who keeps his wife, re-
tains her and ai no same time takes another. Now
the law oi Hod th.t I have referred to, In Leviticus
xvili., l*. nhows that polygamy w«« lu exigence;
but tt was required »y this law to be keot within the
cire.e of those who were not blood relations.
s "Duty of marriage".I will refer to that; forry
that I have not more time. The words '-duty of
marriage" occurring in the passage, "if a man shull
uikc anoiher wiPe," Ac., respecting Hie first he says.

1"Ker tood nnd ner raiment and her duty oi marriage
he shall not diminish.»' Now what does Uws mean,
"the duiv oi marriage.'' U Is something more than
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betrothal. It Im something Mowing that the I ndlvlduatiluit had boeu prttvluuttly beuroUied ut actually
Initio maw of marriage, and the words 'amyof
marriage" clearly eipre-s li. Bui what u» the n««nIngui the individual words V 'l'liey don't mean
dwelling or habitation or RtflWfc M .Ulet In MW
Nhw \uuk tlk-RAi.n by Mr. Newinau. Kodr passagesare quoted by Aim, nnd I have
examined ail luur of ibe passage* and
the word does u it occur la oiili. r or them. In one
puce tt id a worn translated In iJetueronoiny an
"reiuge," and tn the io4ih Paalm It Is tiaurlated
Men,' and in Jeremiah It u translated "habitation,"
nnd in Amoa It is translated i>y a word Uwt nywseuisthe same thing. Hut the original word occurs
once in ti.e Ulble, as l eau prove by the I exleou
that wus j)ttHua«*<l by Mr. (.1 bs, A. M., ProJes«or oi
Ba> red Literaiure in tlie theol gical lnstttut.ou ol
Yale Coil ge. U>> au<l read what he says upon the
subject, and lie will tell jou, unoa pag; lau of llu.s
lexicon, tint tli« "duty of marriage" means
cohaUtaUon; her food aud raliueut aul the
duty of cohabitation lie sti lit not ditnlulsh
u hat ( Au uuinarried woman a betrotu d woman t
(lud command an undiminished cohabitation Willi
one not married v Can anyone believe this for a
moment? 11 v no mentis. 'the person was previously
married, ami we uave the acknowledgment by Mr.
Newinau that tlie second person that wuh
takea is acknowledged as the true wife. Here,
tlu-ii, we liave the true wile aud the Lord gave Uws
reguiauug it.

itiero ar<; many other passages that I wou'.d be
glad to refer u> would time tie. mit. i,et me state I
have u moment's time left. Refer to llo-ea. 1 want
all ol you when you go home to read the second
chapter of llosea, and you will ilud that instead of
llosea having divorced his tirsi wue of whoredooie
before tan ng the adulterous, that there isuosicli
thing recorded in t:io chapter. Tun Eo.d tells
llo M to go and apMK to nn brethren, not to ins
sous; to his sisters, not to his daughter, and to speak
to them an t ted them what lie the Lord will do;
mat lie wm not acknowledge theui a« wivos.
not uckuowlcd^e ilie.n lit that capacity;
the word ot ttie Lora coucernuiK Israel, ot which
these two wivo-i should represent their whuredoiu.
tnoir abomination una their wirke iue->s. that is all
the time we nave leu ror ilui passage.
Having ill cussed the subject so far wo leave It

now to all can H I persons. litre 1* Uie law oi «;o<l,
here in tne c .uiinainl of the Most High, general l.t Us
nature ami not limited, or If i>e limned it cannot bo
proved to be He. No uw a^alust It, nnt it stands an
Immovable as tne itocfc of Anes and. will stand wneu
the heaven* and the earth pass away; lor it in u
law that was nii.diug upon an'lent Uiael. il'ioie-tuor1'ratt's hour na i now expired,)
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Dr. Ne.vuiau then caiut* forward aa<l spoke a» follows:--
KINSPECTED rmPIRBS, LAMM ANI> flEN'TI.KWEN.

I had heard prior to uty coming to your city that my
dkaiugul.-med opponeut was eminent in mat he-
W.itlca, and eeruiuly his dismay to-day contlrmH
that reputation. Unrortuuately, however, he is incorrectin his statements. rust, he assumes Unit
the slaving of the male children of the Hebrews was
continued through eighty years. He has lulled
to produce the proofs to-day. This was Ins
starting point. lie assumes It. Where is
me proof, either in the lllble ot- lu
Jo»ephu*V And until lie can piovo ili.it the
destruction of the mule clu.Ureu went on for e>gliiy
years, then I say that his argument has no more
foundation than a vision. Then ho makes another
blunder. The tuw.DOO men ubovc twenty years' oi
Hge mentioned lu this case were men to go to war.
iney were not the iot.it male population of the
Jewish nation. And yet my iiialueuiuticHl mend
ML tlitls liare lo-d:iV mill i1i>i>Isli*i>» tunr I lic» wlinln tn on

population above twenty years of age consisted oi
OOi.MO, wneroas it is a fact that tun number does
not include all the male-i. iheu, again, witU reie-
rence to the 22,27a ttist born. Tills does not
represent tlie iiu nb r 01' families lu Israel at
tii.a unie, for many of the first born were
dead. These are tne lunders tho gentleman lias
nude to-day; and I challenge him to produce facts
to the contrary, and prove that no H not guilty of
nia.viug the e uuuicr.cal blunders. then, ho denies
the assertion made yesterday that Ihere could not
be brought forward more than one or two m^uuees
ofpo.ygamy lu the tilsiory or Israel from the time
tMUtonn lett Egypt t'» tlie ttne ih;/ enteral
L'aauan. lias lie disproved tiiatf (low nas lie attemptedto disprove it ? He has attempted to illsproveit by a mathematical problem, wlueti is ba ed
on error: his premises are wrong, and therefore las
conclusion la false. Wiiy did ho uot turn lu King
James translation v 1 will help iiini lo tlud
oue poly^ainisi. t ,ilWhy ilid lie not speak of
Caleb, a.id then go ou and give us name lor name
and date lor date of any other poiygainst lecorded
la the history 01 the Jews while they were In tho
wilderness/ Ladies and gentlemen, In; had none to
give; and, therefore, tho assertion made yesterday
i- ti n ', name.y, tiia1 daring IM ojoaru of the e ill*
dren of Israel lu lie wilderness, there l> but one instanceof polygamy recorded.
Now we couie to the law as laid down yesterday.

"Neither Shalt Hi m take one wife to unotlier. ' I
reailirm that the translation in the margin is perfect
to a word. He labors to show that Uod does not
me»Q wii.u be NJI> That phra.se, "One wile to another,"may be eipi uly tendered, "One woman to unotlier,''or, "One wile to her sister." The very same
phrase is used 111 ilie other neveu passages named
by l>r. Dwimit. k'or example, F7.\o lus xxvl., a;
l'.zekiel 1., 9, and so forth, lie adui.ts the transl*.
tioo in these passages to be correct. II the translationis correct lu these passages why is It not correctin ilie other passage ? ills very admission
knocks to pieces his argument. Why, tnon, does he
laBor to create the impression that tho Hebrew word
1.1/iu, meaning ''woman" or "wi.e," is not in the
text / What Is the object of the travail of lu* ooul.
to bring form what* The word ahot, he says,
moans "sister." Hill 'sfrter" itseii is a word winch
mca is a specific relation and a generic relation,
bvcry woman la a ilster to every other woman,
and 1 challenge the gentleman to inec( me
ou paper at any time In the new-papers of your
city, or elsewhere uuou the llabrew oi tnis text. I
reaffirm It in tho hearing of tlie<»o learned gentleuien,reaffirm it lu ilia hearing of these Hebraist*,
th.11 What t< stated ill the m ucin Is tho ire.e n iiiIhi-.
Inn, nam ly, "neither shult th.,u take oue wne unto
knottier."
But -opposing ttiat is lneorrccr. i*crrnit rae, beforo1 pass on, to remind you of this fuel:.To constructuu argument lio relerre I, 1 think, in his

speech, to the margin. The margin was correct
111011 and there, but it is not correct now and here.
It is a pour rule ttial will not work both ways.correctwhen he wants to quoto irorn me margin, but
not correct woen 1 want to quote front the margin.
He set me thj example, ana I followed his illustriousexample.
Bnt now, my menus, supposing tnat the feu

mean3 jnsi what he says, nam sly."AclDier Shalt
thou take a w;ie unto i.er sister to vex her,'1 supposingmat is the rendering, ami he asseri h (ami no
is a aeoraist) that that 1h the meaning, 1 aigued
yesterday, and produced tin proof, that iti.s law of
Aloses is not kept by the Mormons.in other words
It. is violated.Here. Tnete are nieu in your very
midst who have married sisters. Where was the
g nileuian's solemn tienunciattou of the violation of
nod's law* Why di<l lie not Hit up his voice to vindicatethe Divine law t But not a solitary word of
disapproval is uttered by hlin. Yc.iterday lie pronounceda curse."Uursed is he that conformed! not
tu the wo.(Is Di tils law to<10 MMOU" Due' uol lie
curse test upou iiitu and upon Dts people/ 1 g.ivo
lilni the liiieiiy to choose whether this text, condemnedpolygamy, or whether it condemned a man J
marryiug two sisters. He him self t jo* his choice.
The two bora* of the due uma are before blmu Fer
tne sake ol saving polygamy lie stands up here in Hie
pre-ence of Almiuiity u<><t and His holy angels, and
neiorc tins intelligent congregation, an a imits tnat
In tills churdti, and with this people, Hod's
holy law is set ai dellaiico! What respeci,
therefore, can we iiave for tno gentleman'sargument, drawn from the teachings
01 Moeen, 111 support 0 polyuam 1r He reler-t us to
tue miiitipHcalion 01 horses. 1 suppose the Kui<<
might have one horse or two hois-s.there Is no
special rule as to Hie number of horses which he
miuht have; out there Is a special ru!o as to the
milliner ol' wives."Neither shall the King multiply
wives." God in the beginning gave the ilr-t man
one wife, and unrist and raul sustained tnat law us
binding upon us. But now suppose that ilia; Is not
acceptcl as a law, what tneiw Why tiiero is no
limit to 'he number of wives, llow many shall a
man have? Seven? Twenty? Fifty t bixry ?
Duo hundred? Why, they somewhere quote a
passage tnat, "If a man lornakes his wile
lie shall have an hundred.'' According to that lie
otutlil to goon forsaking, for, il he should forsake
an huudred he will have ten thousand, and if he

hilil f/irc iL-i> ton t tii in ^ 1 ixl lie will 11.1U1' mi m.i iV

more la proportion, arid It in his busiucss to go on
lonaklug; ajhl that is in the professor's bo»K c-mIie<i
"the seer.'' >Vhy, hucIi a man wouki keep tne
Altnlgnty boey creating women 10 Imn. (Laughter.)

l regret very much that I li id not tiiue to nutlet
all the points whlcii ha»o been brought lorwurd. 1
desired to do so. 1 plead for more time, my friends
plead for more time, but time was denied us. I a n,
therefore, restricted to au hour. Now propose to
follow out the Ilue of argument. which I was
pursuing yesterday when my Umo e..pirjd. An l
propose to apply the great law brought forward .tcs-
terday."Neither shall a man take oae wlie unto
another." Ami in doing tiiwwec.iii yotu at eatt
to the tact that in the liioieTuere are only tw utyllveor thirty special record -d cades of poiyuainy all
told, out <i( ilie thousands and m.llousot ttie people.
I cay only tweuty-tlve or thirty special recorded
case* all told, wnicli polyga wists ol' our day claim
in support ot their tMsjiUon. I propose to lake ti|»
half a dozen .>r so <»r Hie most urominent cases, and
in so doing I shall divide the time into two periods.
before the law and alter the law. I list I ia:,e up
Abf&tMun. It 1m MKRMl that li v.a
polygamic. I deny it. Tnere Is no proof
that. Abraham was utility o. polygamy. Wnac
are the facts* Wlieu he was called by me Alm.gniy
to be the founder of agreit nation, t n u tne prom
ise was given to him that lie should have ;i. nil.nor-
ous no itertty. At that time ho was a momxrainist;
ho had but one wife, (he noble Sarah, mx »ears
passed anil the promise was not fulfilled. l'licu
Sarah, desiring to help the bold to keep nis own
promise, brought her Kgyptl.in maid llagar and offeredtier aaw substitute lor her-'if to Abraham.
Mind you, Abraham dtluotgo af er Hag-tr. i>ut
Sarah produced her usher aub^titute. Immediately
after i he act was perfonn d Sarah disc >vcre her
Kin, and said, "My wrong bo upon lin e: 1 have committedsin, but I did it lor lliy caKe, and ihorclor*
the wrong that I have committed be upou
lliee." And then look at the sir s -|ii"iit. la 'is. >

By the Dlv.nc command this l-.gvp au gnl
was g«nt nwiiy from the abode of Ab:aharn. v, as *rnt
away by mutual consent ol tuc hii.-biud and the
wlie, ami by the Dlvlue command. It lisiUdthat
she was re f»gul/.ort. Never as the wire of A brali mi.
You cannot prove it Irom tuc Bible. liut It is wild
ttiat she was loomi-ed a numerous (Kw.e.ity; that is,
by prediction, so, also, ft wait foictold thai I; hmael,her con, should be a wild man."hi hand
against every man ami every man's ha.m avatiiM
him." Docs ibat tusiifi l^hwaei in i-nog a lvbuei
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and a murderer? No. Therefore tkt otter vredkv
tlon does not justify the connection which Abraham
Had with ihm girl. Wi« waa h«ni away »<y in vine
commandment. aw I <iod «awl nnta Abraflam. "Now
walk before me and Le ttton perfect " Th««e are
the tact-, my fneo la. 1 know that boiiw will reier
you to Keturah, bar this is the Met in nnrard to tier,
that Asraham itv«*i tun iv-citfUi years uiicr ii»o acuta
of .Sarah, .The energy iniraoaJously given to Ahra-
ham'* bodv lor um* ironerauon of Isaac w*n cou-
tluued after Sarah's death. To suppose that betook
Keiurah during the lie of Fa rail 19 to do violence to
bis moral character. But it In said mat he seut
away Ule sons of Keturail wllU rirescntK, during his
lileiime, theroiore n must have been durum the lifo-
time of sarah. lint he lived ililrty-eifrlit yeirsufter
the death of Saran. and he aeut the.-*> mouh away
eight yearn before Inn death, au> they were rom
tweaty-tlve to iinriy years old. Tnemore thisveneralilopuiriarciiHtaudHtor.ilnn a monojjamWt and
not an a polytrauma. (Manifestations of dissent.)
Tliou wu couie to the case oi Jacob, ami what arc

the (acta lu regard to hum Uro.uht up in me
h iiirt ty of monogamy, alter having robb;d till
hriitlier of his birlli igUt, after having lied to 111* old
blind lulher, f ien he Mih away a id iioes to I n IM
Aram, ami thero be falls in love with Kachm, but in
hi* brl lal bed lie Muds Kacli -1'n hi,tor, Lean. Ho
did not enter polygamy voluntarily, but he wai lmliosedupon. A< be bad taken adv.iu ag* ot tbo
biindu< «.* oi Ills fataei to impose upon iiiin. ho al o
he wan imported upon by i.aban in tne dark-
ness of the ni.ht. Hut 1 hold this to IV true
that Jacob Is nowhere regarded as a Ktintly
man 'prior to Ills eniveiHion at (lie Jabiiok.
A tcr that conversion tben ti« appears in a
salutiy character, it in a rem.rvalue fact Hint
Jacob lived 147 years all told, eighty live of which
he live l before he became a polygamic. He lived
twenty-two years In polygamy, lie lived forty
years after lie bad abandoned polygamy. So Uiat
out of 117 yearn there were only twiuty-rwo years
during which he had any connect.on with poly-
gray. I

I wi.-li my friend bad referncd to Ih1 ca<»e of Moses.
In his ser.uon on c destial marriage he cl.ilm* ihat
Mote was a potjgamiKt, and ue declares thai tlie
lepio-y Uia'. wits hcut upon Miriam was a punish-
nieut for her Inieriercuoe with the polygamic mar-
rlage of Mil en. Wnat arc the factsr lb.re ia no
record of a Meood marrtsgo. uwmfeIs the ouly name given to the wl u
of Mo-es. Oil what, then, is bis assertion made?
Simply this:.It Is recorde I Unit Moses was content
to dwell with Jethro, and h.' gave Mose.i /Ipporau,
in* tiui'unior. josepnus Hpea.a of two datiKliUrnbeloiiKinsf to Jethru, and huts he v.ave
Moses one. In Numbers, xll., I, it Ih salt:."And
Miriam and Aaron tuiok.-ugai list M /sea, because 01'
the titAiopiuu woman whom he had married; for ho
liau mamed ait Lituoplau woman.'' Now itisafnruiedthat two women are here incut!on d, wherou*
nothing can be more true than tti.it /.lpporan and
no Ktbioplau woman are ono and identiral. It

i« tii« name person called 17 different names.
bet UK nee: Tlio fattier of Zipporuii wad
the priest 01 Midlaa, and aueordiug to 1110 beat ant ho-
rule* Midtan and Mtfetooia are 1 feutmi terms, an
apply to Unit portion 01 Arabia where Jetiiro lived,
So tie appellation M il.iu, Ethiopia and Arabia are
applied to Uie Arabian peninsula. (.See Appletou h
American Kne el p.edia.i There Moses stands out;
Moses, he Jew.sh 'awgivcr, stands toitli as a monogamiet,bavtag mi eaewufc 8ur4) we founder of
a polygamic nation, as these gentlemen clann. the
revcaier of the polyclinic law, as nere asserted,
surely he should hive set the example. He should
have had a dozen or a hundred wires. Hut the nun
oi jochi bed, who wu a moi og imtst, stands fortn
as a burning reproof 01 poiyguinuU lu all genet a-
Uous.
Now wo coino to Gideon; and what about this

man? An aunel appeared to I11.11, that 1< true. But
if the practice of po.yvaiuy by Uideoa is a law for us,
then the practice of idolatry by Uldeon la also a law.
If there Ih silence in Hie Blule touching Uie poljuatny
of Gideon, there is also silence 111 tne Bible touching
his ldo airy, and 11' tne one 13 sanctioned ho a.so 1*
the other.

1 wish my friend had broiiRlit up the case of Il.innah,the wneol Lllunah. 1 can prove to a <1 tnou-
stratton that Hannah waa tlie first wlie of Bllniah
but iit»ni(r i.air- u Kikanaii take# aiiowier wife; bus
ll.iun.ili, ui tii" anxiety ui her heart, pleaded to lii<>
Almiuhly, and God honored li r motherhood by
ausweiiiig l»ur prayer. It is asked, "Id no' tins a
Baucilou of polygamy ? No; a sanction of monogamy,
because alio waa I lie flint wife of K.kanan; aud becauseKikaa.iii hail been utility of intUleiity itn.i
married another wife. was tliut any rea-ou why
llauuaU sh»uld not nave h r rights from tilgi
heaven, auU why Uod should not answer her prayer I
Do you ask me » hy mii <I1<1 not pray before f Can
you tell uic why Isaac did not pray tweity jear.i
sooner for his wile liebccca that tshe mi^i.t have
caildiei*? 1 cannot tell, nor can you. AlMhat (assert
Is, that llaunali was the first Wile of Kllcanah, and
Cod honored and blesaed the boaulifid .Samuel.
Then we come to David. H'liy did not uiy frlen<l

brum up David, the ureat wairior, km,; and poet,
rulor of Israelr He might have mentioned niin,
with ten wives all told. He might also lia\e men-
tinned lum as an adulterer, aim comiulttlug a pro-meditated and one of the most co.d blooded murders
on record, and simply to cover up Ins crime of adultery.llowoitendo >ou hear quoted the woids:.. |"And 1 gave thy master's wives unto thy bottom?'' I
Is tlim an approval ot poijg in.y? If you will re id
on you will find that Cod aiso promise* to give liu
(David's) wlfesto another, and iuat another sltou! 1
lie Willi thetu In the Hltfln oi the son. Surely, if one
la the approval of polygamy the otiier is
the approval of rebellion an 1 Incest. DavM lived to
be seventy Ave jears oi l. lie wa* twenty-seven
years of age when lie look hlsilrst, wile, and for the
next iorty icars wo lid himOOUlpIiOAMU With tiiu
evils, crimcu and sorrows of poiygauii'. and then the
opu.ian, seeing its great alu, tlioroiighlv rep mtecl of
li and i>ui it away from hint, and for itie last eight
vears of Ills 1:1 endeavored to alone, as i est ho
could, lor his ten u<;o and guilty experience. And
what oi Solomon. W > w<is thegrcaie t polygami t
and had a thousand wles f Do ih se uontleinen tell
me that Solomon h greatue s wan predicted,
and therefore lys polygamic birih approved ami
Ina polygamic marriages a so approbaied/ I can
remind them or ihe fact that the iu:ure greatness or
Christ was foretold; buttho foretelling ol ihegieat-
li ss of the Lord Jesus was not. ail approval oi the
notrn vu.1 l.v Judas and the 11 uci. xton bv the Jews:
neither was the m to lure' Illnii of tlie luture great-
Less 01 Solomon (iii approval o. tlie polygamic char-
acter of his birth. I suppo-ted lUe us itleman on this
occasion would have reierred 10 the law at bas-
tardy and have said thai il my doctrine be true then
Soiomuu and other-! Were buMards. We coui i have
wlsacd that h had produced tli t point.. He did ue-
Clare In this temple uot long since ifte tanitwlt-
ing bastardy.thai a basiard should be branded wiiii
nit.imy to the tntlig iieiailon. Uuilii-ipl.uutii.it
lie has ml-iuntK-rstoud the law respecting bustard*
as contained in Deuteronomy xxiil., & It in evident
I'rout history that th; term has not always became
taine. With iii a bastard Is one bora out or wed-
lock.that 1:4, moiing imonurmatr mouy. At Athens,
in Hie days of reticles, In tho /ilth centnry be ore
Christ, ail were declared baatar Is who were notch l»
dren <>f native Athenians. We here assert to-day
that tliegenii' mail antiot bring forward a law from
the took of Jewish law-* to iirovo liiat a child bora
ol a Jew aud Jewess, whether married or not. was
a bustard. The only child r:coguUed as a bastard
by Jewish law was a child born oi a Jew and a|ia-
g. u woman. Therefore tlio objection talis 10 the
mound, and Solomon aud others, who were not to
bifthnHor tho character oi ilieir birth, are clone-
rated.
Tho geometrical progression or evil In this system

of polygamy is seen In the lirst three kings of
Israel-Saul, David, Solomon. Saul had a wleand
a concuidun, two women; David iia 1 len, Soloiuou
n ihousand, and it bioiio tnu kingdom asunder.
God ;«a.s it.for that very cause. Solomon had multipliedhis wives io sui h an extent that tney had not
only led him a-lray from (»od into Idolatry, bur the
very costltiie s of ills harem was a burden upon tno
people too eav.v lor Lln-iu to u-ar. 1 said the otlur
day that polygamy might do for kings aud priests,
(or nabobs, bin. would uot do for poor ineu. It costs
ion mum. and the peopleare taxed too much to supporttin: haiuui. (Dentation.) Ah! von bringtn ifand
tlu.'so few cases ol polygamy. Name iheiu, 11 you
please, ijiiucch, tlie murderer; Jacob, who deceived
Ins oid band fatiier and lobbed Ills brother of liis
birthright; liavid, w .o seduced anoMier man's wiio
and in r red thai man by pulling In in in iront of
tbe I i tie, and Solomon, wno ttirned to be aq inulator.These are some of the poiygmni-as. Hut now let
ui'- call the roll ol hon<<r. There were Adam aud
Kuocli, and Noah, and Abraham and I-aa^amt Moses,
und Aaron, an i Joshua, and Joseph, and .Samuel,
and a I the prophets, and ail the apostles. You are
accustomed to near from this sacred place that all
the lutfiarclis, aud all the kin^s, aud all the pro-
plieif wore polygamicla. I assert to the contrary,
and those great a id eminent men W.ioiu I have just
menuoaed us belonging 10 'he roll of lionet were
monogamist*.
Yesterday the gontlemin gave mc three challenge*.

lie challenged me to sliowihai ihe N«w Teslameui
coudenius polygamy. I now proeued to do i<. I
(,uuio Paul's word*, 1 C xiniiiia.iis vII.. '<! .>n l 4.
"NevertlKiesa to avoid fornication lei every man
ha.u Ian own wile, uuit lei erery woman
have her own husband." "Tim wile hath uot power
of her own body, i> t the luisbaud, and likewise also
the tin-band li.tt'i not power of his own body, *>ut
tii-' wit HBarri.igo Is the remedy against lorniculiona.id this is the ubjectof the en'pier. Hncli Is
the opinion of Clark, Henry, Whitby, Olshauson,
Lauge *"' others, otic great evil prevailed in
t'orinlh, a community ol wives, which the apostle
lieie calls fornication. SI . I'.uil all ikes at I he very i uot
ot tins evil, an«l commands, "Let every man have
liis own wile an I let every ymhii.ui have her owu
liu.-ilw.iil;' lUal is, l>:t the 111,111 have hm own peculiar,proper, appropnatc wne, ami tue wife her owu
peouli.iT, pn»i>er, appropriate husband. In this
there is mutual appropriation uml cxcluHkeucss of
right. And lh:H command ol l'anl agrees with tie
1.4w of M-is *> in Ijevtucu:* wilt, l#."Neither sliait
thou take one wt ; unto another," and the two uie
one statute, clear and unquestionable lor iiionoga uy
and ax'uinst poly, uuiy. 1 lie apostle tear lies
111'' reciprocal duller 01 tho liuibaud and tbe
wiiv. The exclusive right winch he mens
In ver-e lourls nintnal. The I'or.o of ihe terms
failing (h and idiutt (own) is c<|«al. Tlu-y tiuve
the roiee of on- equivalent. A rtl(Tercu< e"in ttie
fori" of llu-lerinfl would destroy ihe analogy of the
argument, as any other idi^i would be wholly re-
pugn uit tn tlie a sertiou 111 verse lour, lu thai
verne it t* distlnoUy oMrnied by the terru Uomohh,
or a*' .ttoutls, in the same sense".thai the
hus 'a.id has exoiu-ive power over tue body of his
wife; so has ihe wire e ;cUi*ivc power over tue body
of her h ishaud. It ih universally iniuu't'-d that
th.s passage proves ihe exclusive rtglu of the husbandto iho wile; i>y parity It ai#o troves
the exclusive right of the wife to Uie
husband. These relations are mutual, and If
a hu«Kuul ran cl.tim 11 who.e «,: Hie
wHe «au claim a whoie husband; she has just as
good a rigm 10 a wiio.e htmband as no has u. right
iii a whole wire. lu 1 Corlntui.ius vl.. 10 17, it m

"Know ye not ma1 your ixxiies are the
uiciunei s ol iihrmtr tiUiUt 1. Uieu, '«ke Vi.e uioiu
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tan of Otirl*aa<t .**- then the memher* ©j (
huloir OodltrtmL iffca*! know ye not that hi
wtiH-h is }oiiie<l to a harlot u oh body i for two
si»Ub be. shall be one flesh. Hut be ttuit la Jotne*
untu (be uord u one spirit." This UM»a|« ll
brought lorward avaiust (be arjrutm-nt I advance.
It ih ol>j*;u(e<t that If "one ttesh" la exclusivelyexi>re«s»v* or wodlo a, then H*>
1'ivui affirm* tii at e::ual commerce with
a harlot is marriage. Kor anrument's MU
1 will ao<ept the axerttou. The part of (be passageCHe«l li "Whatr know ye not that lie Which is joinedtoaliar'ot M our iHtdy r for tiro, saitu he, shall be
wio flesh. Hi t lie tii«i ta joined unto the Lord In one
spirit." Now lo >k at the lart-t. 'The uismUc 1* here
showing ibe true relation of ibe believers to Christ,and this reiatioo h urn* rated uuder tue figure of 111 %rrl.»;/e.The deMiim of thu ngure h to show that the
believer beoomea ooo with Christ; huh the apostle
further eaplalns lu reproo of iu; to miliums lniuglinuwith idolatoni mid ud.;ltei*rs, that by thus
mingling they fceeame assimilated, ulentioal; and
lie bring* up the UU snathm that If it man bus marrieda harlot.n t simply cohablta with tut Is marriedto a harlot.he become* identical w.th her, or
lu iiber words. one flesh."
There Is a pasmge which declares, "a blahoil

then, must be blameless; Ui«« husband of one wife."
It li asserted bat be mint h ive oae wife anyhow,
nud uh many more an he pleases. It is supposed
thn'. tills very caution Indicate* the prevalence ol
polyffara.v In that day: but 110 proof nan be brought .

to bear that polygumy prevailed extensively at iu.it
time, on ihe contrary, 1 am prepared to prove thai
poiymnnl-w were not ahuittei into the Christian
Church, lor I'aul lays di»wn this po-lilve command,
"Let evt rv mail have bH own wifo, and lei every
woman have her own husband;" so thai, If you nay
the former applies to the iirie^t, I say Hie latter np*
pmw to the lavin*n; and wliat is good lor the prleal
Is (rood Tor the layman, ana vicen-rm.
How often is li a sert d here Hint monogamy

came from the lireelca and Romans. Hut look at
th« palpable contradiction in me asaeruon. it i«
a* erted that monogamy came iroiu ttio*e nation*.
It Is also aaaerte l tint polygamy was universal at
die tlino of Chrlat and His applies. The la^t anserlionla ma lo to prove that polygram mb were admittedluto tho early Christian Church. Now. U
monogamy came ln»m the (Jre-kn and Koinana tlieo
polygamy could not have lieen niUver^llr prevalout.tor it la Hiiinittu I that at that time the Itomiim
he'«l universal away, and where they held unlvor.
aal away there their law* prevailed, ted the two
atatementa cannot be reconciled. Now w© oonie to
the wni'Ua of Ohrlat.Matthew v., 2T-2S; xlx. «-»;
ami Mark x 11-12. At that time, when the Saviour
waa discounting with the Phariaec*, as recorded In
Matthew xix., the Jew* were divided as to the Interpretationor the law of Moaea touching divorce,
which auya. "If a man hath taken it wi* and marriedher, and It come to pu s that ahe lind 110 favor
in his uvea i>cc&use he hath found fomu uncleannea*
In ner, then le' htm write her a bill ot divorcement,"
poii tlio iiiean iigr of the word "iiuoleati teas" the

Jews iiliti'ri d. Home agreed with the achool ot Babbl
Hlllel in the opinion that a man might divorce hlai
wife for the slightest oll'etice. or tor no offence
at all, If he round another wotuan who
pleaded him better; bit (lie acliool 01 Rabbi
Shammal houl thai the term "untleanneHH"
meant moral delinquency. The Pharlaees came
to Christ hoping to Involve htm In tlili controversy,but he declined. Yet tho Saviour, taklag
ad rantaire or. t lie opportunity, gave them a discourse
on marriage. And in dlacouraiiig upon marriage ha
refers to tho original liwtitution:."Have ye uot
read that He which made theiu at the beginning
mad" them male and female?" And thus He bring*
out the grea1 law of monogamy. Crfttiuiig tnat Hie
allusion la incidental, never.heier-a It Is alidtnportant,
aa tailing from tho lips of the great Master.

1 was challenged to aliow that polygamy la adultery.The gentleman challenged me, and I will now
jpnicti'il lo prove u. a» uuuuciy i» «ii»iiu|miibucti iu

Bcripluro from whoredom ami fomlc.uion, it Is
proper to ascertain the exaor. moaning of the words
>>« us oil by t!ie sacred writer*. The wont translated
"whoVedom" Is from the Hebrew vero lanah an>l
the Greek jyomrln, and means pollution, defilement,
lewdness. or, in common parlance, prostitution.
prostitution of the person for (r un. "Fornication"'
Is 'rom th Hani'; words and signifies criminal sexnalIntercourse without the for.ua ities «>i marriage.
Adultery I* irotn the lloirew word na tph and the
Greek word tiioh-htfa, and In the criminal intercourseof a married woman wltli unr other marl
than ner hiiDOa.nl, or of a man led man wiiU any
oihor wmiia't Hi n his wife. This is Indicated by
the phllolog cnl -igniilcance of the term "adulterine," compounded or two words meaning "to .1notner,"14h the mUture of pure and Impure liquor* or
of .111 alloy with pure metal. Adult rcr is from tho
Hebrew naoph and the Greek mnlchoa, which
menus ,ih above. Tho material question to tie
settled la, is the Henrew word nunpti and the
Greek word molcfios, or moichela, coiitined to tbo
criminal Hexu-.il Intercourse between a man, married
or unmarried, and a married woman ? This la the
theory of the Mormon polygamies, but I join issue
wlili than and usxeri that tue Scriptures teach that
adultery Ik committed by a nianleu man who has
sexual tD'eicourse wltli a woman other than his
wire. Now. can It be proved that the sin of adultery
Is committed by a married man having carnal connectkm with h woman who is neither married nor
betrothed? First, the Henrew won! nuavh, translate!In the seventh commandment "adultery," doed
liH-lu lo all criminal sexual lut*TC»ur-e. It id
a generic term, ami tho whole includes
the parts. It Is llkl th word .ill"
In the sixth commandment, which Includes all
those passings and emotions of the human soul that
lend to murder, such i»s jealousy, envy, malice,
barred, revenge. Ko this word itaaph Includes
whoredom, fornication, adultery and even salacial
lust. The terms "adultery" and ''fornication" are
used InterihariKcabiv bv our Lout ami mean the
D ime thing. A married nonmn copuatiDg wltli a
mm other than her husband is admitted to lie
adultery; but Christ cans the act furnJcatlon. and
tins m tlif highest author tv that we an bring lorwurd.Thirdly, the carnal connection of a man
wnh an uuiu'trrled w man I* poiiiively declared
ndulterv. In Job xxlv.. 31. it is exfuwvdv said that
tue adulterer commits lit* cruao witti the barren
and the w'fiow. "Me evil ea:r*iteth tlio barren tlmt
IaiiIvIIi no! and doeih not too to the widow;" and
In l^alah vi'., 3, H is taught the adulterer commits
Ilia sin with the whore u&nah is the word]."But,draw ni'i«r n titer, yeton- ol tlic sorceress the seed
ol the adulterer and the whore." Ttierofore I concludelliat, rcuin tli1" seventh commandment, from
trie common meaning adulter*' .unJ fornication as
given Jty (.'hilst, :>nd from Jolt and Isaiah, that the
lor in nan/ih corunreheuds .ill the iu< siifleatlousi of
that crime down to tin? saiueLi lust lUul a maa may
foci in his soul for a woman.

lint It may be asked, If I liii is ho, then "Why does the
Mosul"' law mention the married woiuai* aud not lite
uniuurri'-d wmuan " We deny that «« h a <lMtiac->
lion was made. We do admit, however, that/
special penalties wore denounced against
such a connection with a marriedwoin.in,but for H|/e;ial teat-oits. Whal were
tlio-e reasons. The dcslffu was to preserve the genealogy,parentage and blrtu of finite fiom Interrupt
ill,ii and eonlti: inn, whlcii was in imminent dauyer
where Intercourse with a married woman was hud
In* a man other titan Iter husband; i>ut no such dangercould arise from the Intercourse of a married man
with mi unmarried woman. Hnt tl\oso temporary
and special laws passed nway when Ciirlst came.
Under the Jewish dispensation lie thai eoIiuMted
with a woman other than hts wile was responsible
to (Sod forthe violation ol tho seveutli commaudmcnt;the woman was alsa reapouiiblo to God for
the violation of the seventh commandment and thin
special law. Now botk the man and tho woman aid
equally respon-.ibie to God tor tue violation of thua
commandment.

Uut you say if litis be true then some of ttis gr -ar,'
men in Bible times were guilty of a vielalion of the
s' venth commandment I sav they were; but litey
were no; all polygaiiilsts, us I have demonstrated t<»
you to-day. Hut take the tacts. Abraham. whet*
conv:nc <1 of his sin. pnt away Hatrnr. Jacob Ilve<V
forty years out of a slate of polygamy. David p'ii
away ins wives eight v< ar* before lie died, if them
Is no account that Aolomon put away his wives,,
neither Is there an assurance that Solomon abmidonedhis Idolatry. This, then, my irienrts, is tho
argument: and as a christian minister, desiring only
your good, I proclaim the litct thai poljtfauty H
adultery. (General outburst of dls*euc and loud*
cries of "Shame, shame! no, nol' l I assort it, witlv
all kindness, as a doctrine taught in tue Bible, and
proclaim It without fear a-* the law of God.

I am challenged to prove that polygamy Is no pre-,
vent Ion of prostitution. It has been afT. fined timflr
and again, not only In this discussion, but in tu^
written wortcs of I he distinguished (renttemei^
around tuo, that in monogamous countries prostU
t'.tiou, or s<K:lal evil is aimosi universally prevalent.;
I discover that. I have not the time to follow out this!
written argument, but I am prepared to prove.I,
win prove it In your daily papers--that prostitution
1h as ul«l its iiiitlientir lustwrjr: that prostiiurioii hai|
been unit is to-tlay more prevalent lu poly«
g.imic than in uionogamlc count lion. I cutz
provo that Uio estimates representing pro**
UtuUou in monogaiu o count.lei arc 07er^
drawn. They are overdrawn lu regard ta»
in# native city, l uat gentleman brought out Xev/j
\ or*; ami lu that mnliou aiul over of populatluaf
you cannot Und more thau 0,00.) recordod pro.-'tla
luta*. I cmi k", for instance, to 81. I.ouls, where
they have just. ia«en the census, and the prostitute*
or that city, wlih a iiopnlailoii of 30J.00U. are but rwwJ
Von may goihtou,;)) the length and breadth ol 11114
land, In vll a^es where there are from a thousand t<l
ten ihousaud inhabitants, und vou cannot Und ;ghouse or prostitution. 'I lie truth Is, inv friend*. If
wouid not Iks allowed for a moment, and these met*
that assert Vlial our motiogaiiiuuii onatry la ('.lie £
with prostatites otter a slander upon our country.
One distinguished frieud referred i<> rellgous lli»Y

ertv and ciannert mat. he had a right, under th®
federal constitution, to practice polygamy, I am a*
proud as he Is tliat we have religious liberty iieie<
I rejoice that a man can worship < lod alter hi? o n
heart. Hilt I aitlrm that the law of limitation is no
less applicable to religious lllicrty than it 13 to tli«
revolution o' the heavenly bodies. Tlie taw of litnK
tation is us universal as creatUMi. Religious liberty
musl !*» piKCMoed within tbe bounds of ileceney aiel,
the well tieing of aoeie'y, and civiL authority may i>a
extended to restrict religious liberty wit bin dm*
bouuds. The Hindoo mother may cotu^
here with her .Shasta, which is her Bit>u>,
und she may throw her child into join
river or Ium', and civil government according tc
your theory could not notice it nor say to tha',
mother, "foil shan't do It." Yon say tt Is a murder
I 8.1V it is n<>t. The act Is strlppe I of all the attrU
Outes of murder, ltlsa religious act tShe turn*
to her Hn»ie and sar^, "i am commanded to do thlJ
from uiv Bible." What will you do r Ton will turi
Lei from the Shasta, and yoii will say that toe inter*
csta ol society demand that you shall not luurdei.
that child. So civil governbhui tons « ngUt to leglsil
late in regard to marriage, and to restrict tbe nuui«
beroi wives to one. Hull aiu not an advocate opsirlugeut legislation. I agree with my irlemSI
that the law siiouht not Incarcerate men. women1
and cnuutvu lu Uumjoou-s. Nay. my friends, if E

I can say a good word to utduuu tunums sad Liao)
I


